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The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of combining 
positive and negative reinforcers within a token economy, to increase time on-task. 
The study was designed to investigate the importance of negative consequences in 
maintaining high levels of time on-task. 
An A-BC-B-A-B research design was utilized and the design was replicated with 
four subjects. The study was comprised of five (5) subjects that were in a modified 
self-contained behavior disorder classroom setting. The combined treatment of the 
positive and negative reinforcers within the token economy increased the subjects' time 
on-task behaviors. However, the removal of the negative reinforcers and replacing 
l 
them with positive reinforcers alone maintained high levels of time on-task. The 
conclusion drawn from the study was that time on-task can be increased through a 
behavior analysis procedure. 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 
ADD - Attention Deficit Disorder - It is a chronic behavioral disorder that has 
been characterized by serious persistent difficulties in the following areas: attention 
span, impulse control, and hyperactivity. 
ADHD - Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder - Individual has difficulty 
staying on task and focusing, accompanied by hyperactivity. 
IREX - Individual Resource Exchange - It is a self contained Board of Trade. 
IRR - Interrelated Resource - The individual is a special education teacher that 




One of the most contentious issues in special education today is techniques that 
will improve on-task behavior during academics for elementary school age children 
between the ages of eight (8) and ten (10). This population is easily distracted, often 
will have difficult times staying focused, and are unable to reach their potential 
educational levels. Over the past decade and a half, many techniques have been utilized 
to bring about a new outlook on enhancing students' functioning in the least restrictive 
environment. 
Educators have been looking for an effective behavioral management system that 
will reduce disruptive or distracting behaviors, and increase or maintain behaviors that 
will support an instructional system and time on-task behaviors. Additionally, they 
have been looking for a behavior management approach that is easily managed and 
inexpensive. According to authors Shook, LaBrie, and Vallies1 Lerner,2 Platt and 
'S. Shook, M. LaBrie and J. Vallies, "The Effects of a Token Economy on 
First Grade Students' Inappropriate Behavior," Reading Improvement 27 (1990): 96. 
2J. Lerner, Learning Disabilities Theories, Diagnosis, and Teaching 
Strategies (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1997), 511. 
l 
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Olson,3 there is a need to select appropriate management strategies to increase on-task 
behavior for elementary age students between eight (8) and ten (10) years of age. They 
concluded that task attraction and task challenge behaviors motivate students to become 
involved in class activities. 
The methodology utilized must enhance scholastic instructions and maximize 
students' time on-task. Furthermore, the procedure should be simple so that the 
students can understand and target behaviors that are degenerated. The ultimate goal 
of integrated behavioral and academic curriculum is to remove the reinforcement 
selections and move the students towards self-reinforcement. The type of behavior 
management system that would allow the aforementioned is known as a behavior 
analysis procedure or token economy. Thus, with a carefully planned behavioral 
procedure and the use of positive and negative reinforcers, both the students and the 
teacher can benefit. The behavior analysis procedure of the token economy will and 
can create an environment that will engage students in the consistent pursuit of reaching 
the desired behavior. 
Statement of the Problem 
The primary purpose of the study was to evaluate the potency of a behavioral 
procedure analysis and token economy with the utilization of positive and negative 
reinforcements to increase time on-task. Secondly, this study was also designed to 
3J. Platt and J. L. Olson, Teaching Adolescents with Mild Disabilities 
(Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks and Cole, 1997), 189. 
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investigate the importance of negative consequences in maintaining high levels of time 
on-task that had been previously established using both positive and negative 
reinforcements. 
Research Question 
Is there a significant difference in the on-task behavior of students when utilizing 
positive and negative reinforcement within a behavioral procedure analysis approach? 
Null Hypothesis 
The issue raised in this study provided a basis for designing the research 
question. The independent variable is obtained from the observation of the subjects. 
Therefore, the research question will focus on whether there is a significant difference 
among the variable. There will be no significant difference in the on-task behavior of 
students when utilizing a behavioral analysis procedure with positive and negative 
reinforcement. 
Limitation of the Study 
The limitation of the study is that it is only a sample of a small population of 
special education students located in the Fulton County School System. Additionally, 
the results are not generalizable because of the size of the population of the study. 
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Assumptions 
Time on-task can be increased through the utilization of a behavioral analysis 
procedure that integrates positive and negative reinforcements. The efficacy of token 
economy that utilizes positive reinforcement to maintain high levels of time on-task 
depends on prior history of negative reinforcements combined with positive 
reinforcement. 
Definition of Terms 
Back-Up Reinforcer - An object or event received in exchange for a specific 
number of tokens, points, etc. 
Baseline Data - Information or data collected prior to an intervention and used 
as a point of comparison to data collected during and after the intervention is 
completed. 
Behavior Analysis Procedure - A strategy that will propose a change in one's 
behavior. The strategy will reveal the conditions under which the behavior change took 
place. 
Negative Reinforcement - This also serves to maintain or increase a behavior. 
It does so by removing something that is unpleasant to the behavior. 
Off-Task Behavior - Student's conduct during allocated or transition time that 
is inconsistent with attempts to cooperate; adheres to guided instruction. 
On-Task Behavior - Student is attempting to cooperate and follow a teacher's 
directions either during allocated or transition time. 
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Positive Reinforcement - This serves to maintain or increase a behavior as a 
result of the individual viewing the consequence given as something positive. Positive 
reinforcement can be tangible, such as stickers, foods, hugs, praises, or a smile. 
Reinforcer - A consequent stimulus that increases or maintains the future rate 
and/or probability if occurrence of a behavior. 
Response Cost - Reducing inappropriate behavior through withdrawal of 
specific amounts of reinforcer contingent upon the behavior occurrence. 
Secondary Reinforcers - Stimuli that are initially neutral but acquire reinforcing 
qualities through pairing with a primary reinforcer. 
Special Needs Students - Students with special learning or behavior problem 
that require instructional adaptations to learn successfully; handicapped students, gifted, 
talented, and students at-risk for school failure are included. 
Time Out - This occurs when a person is removed from the source of 
reinforcement for a specific period of time. Time out refers to isolation. 
Summary 
The literature indicated that empirically-based research on the topic of a 
behavior analysis procedure is helpful as a behavioral management tool. Chapter II 
contains the review of literature of other researchers as it relates to behavioral analysis 
procedures being utilized to decrease behavioral problems. Chapter in is an 
explanation of the research design. Chapter IV is the presentation of the data and 
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results. Chapter V is a summation of the findings, conclusions, and future 
implications. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Time On-Task 
During the latter part of the twentieth century, one major issue that has 
consistently surfaced is that of classroom discipline. When students engage in off-task 
behavior it is difficult for them to be successful academically. Additionally, the 
student's off-task behavior of learning and behavioral problems can cause disruption 
for other classmates as well. Thus, as a result of severe off-task behaviors, classroom 
management becomes a complex task. It becomes a routine which involves the 
implementation of preventive programs of discipline. It can also be viewed as 
strategies to increase and decrease appropriate behaviors which are necessary to create 
an atmosphere conducive to maximum learning.1 
The most targeted behavior indicated by behavior specialists in research is time 
on-task.2 Time on-task is defined as the time that a student spends looking at an 
1S. Shook, M. LaBrie, and J. Vallies, "The Effects of a Token Economy on 
First Grade Students' Inappropriate Social Behavior," Reading Improvement 27 
(1990): 96-97. 
2Ibid., 96; K. Roomy, "Teaching Students with Attention Disorders," 
Intervention 30 (1995): 222. 
7 
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appropriate instructional object, or person, or being actively involved in instructional 
discussion.3 Usually time on-task is measured as a percentage of allocated instructional 
time; the amount of time designed by the classroom teacher for instruction. 
Classroom teachers set expectations for students and allocate a sufficient amount 
of time for teacher-directed instruction, peer tutoring, individual satiric, and small or 
large group activities. Although these teachers' expectations of students may not be 
considered on-task for students engaged in an academic situation during allocated time; 
however, they are necessary to be successful academically.4 Some students may engage 
in such behaviors as daydreaming, excessive moving in and out of their seat, playing, 
drawing, talking out, have a high percentage of disruptions during academics and 
instructional times. When students engage in the aforementioned behaviors, they are 
classified as being off-task with learning and behavior problems.5 
Abramowitz and O'Leary6 were able to increase the percentage of appropriate 
on-task behavior by using positive and negative reinforcers for students classified as 
3J. Justen, III, and D. Howerton, "Clarifying Behavior Management 
Terminology," Intervention in School and Clinic 29 (1993): 36. 
4P. M. Barbetta, "Red Light, Green Light: A Behavior Management System 
for Students with Behavior Disorders in Primary Grades," Preventing Schools 
Failure 30 (1996): 14-15; W. L. Heward, Exceptional Children (Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1996), 276. 
5G. Martin, and J. Pear, Behavior Modification: What It Is and How to Do It 
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1992), 38-40. 
6A. J. Abramowitz and S. O'Leary, "Behavioral Interventions for the 
Classroom: Implications for Students with ADHD," School Psychology 20 (1991): 
229. 
9 
being off-task. They concluded that mild negative reinforcement is effective and 
necessary in order to establish and maintain acceptable levels of appropriate classroom 
behaviors. In the study conducted by Abramowitz and O'Leary,7 various types of 
punishment were utilized such as verbal reprimand and time out. 
The study conducted by Shook, LaBrie and Vallies8 illustrated one aspect of a 
token economy system that was implemented to increase time on-task behavior. In this 
particular system students are given a specific number of tokens based on the points that 
the students receive on their point cards. At the end of the day, the students exchange 
the tokens for age appropriate toys. Nevertheless, when inappropriate behavior was 
observed in a student, no points were placed on the student's point card. When the 
students did not earn points, negative reinforcement was shown. Negative 
reinforcement requires that, under particular circumstances, inappropriate behavior is 
immediately followed by the removal of a stimulus in the form of an event to item. 
This resulted in a decrease in frequency of the inappropriate behavior under similar 
circumstances.9 
A research study conducted by Ruesch and McLaughlin10 indicated that negative 
reinforcement, an exchange in the exchange type token economy, was utilized to 
7Ibid., 228. 
8Shook, LaBrie, and Vallies, "The Effects of a Token Economy," 96-98. 
Martin and Pear, Behavior Modification, 190. 
10F. Ruesch and T. McLaughlin, "School Programs for At-Risk Children and 
Youth," Education and Treatment of Children 15 (1991): 365-367. 
10 
decrease the percentage of elementary students' time off-task. In the group, two seven- 
year old males and a nine-year old female rarely completed assignments. The subjects 
displayed a high percentage of behavior and learning problems. These students were 
chosen because their classroom teacher felt that they had the most severe behavior 
problems. All three students had been referred due to behavior problems. The students 
scored below grade level on the Key Mathematics Diagnostic Arithmetic Test. 
An AB-AB design was implemented to evaluate the effectiveness of a token 
economy on the percentage of time off-task on academic achievement.11 Subjects were 
observed four afternoons per week for one-half hour. During all observations subjects 
were either engaged in teacher-directed instructions or individual satiric. During each 
baseline phase, on-task and off-task behaviors were recorded. No specific 
contingencies were used to modify the students during both baseline phases. During the 
two treatment phases, the token economy intervention was utilized and its effect on 
decreasing the percentage of off-task behaviors was observed. The subjects were 
rewarded points in 30-minute intervals with a token for being on-task. When students 
were not on-task no tokens were rewarded. As a result, those subjects with a certain 
amount of tokens were given additional free time or outside time. 
During the study, Ruesch and McLaughlin12 averaged the scores together for all 




token economy was being utilized to decrease time off-task, Ruesch and McLaughlin 
observed students on-task for merely 10% of the instruction intervals.13 Time on-task 
increased to a mean of 68% when the token economy was implemented to decrease the 
frequency of off-task behavior. A decrease of time on-task to a mean of 43% was 
observed during the reversal phase of the design when the token economy contingencies 
for time on-task were withdrawn from treatment. However, time on-task increased to 
a mean of 73% when the tokens were exchanged for various rewards. The results from 
this study illustrated the successful utilization of negative reinforcement, a token 
economy exchange intervention, to decrease time off-task. A subsequent effect of the 
token economy was that students' time on-task increased. 
A similar study conducted by Proctor and Morgan,14 a response-cost raffle 
procedure, was implemented to decrease disruptive, off-task behaviors and to increase 
appropriate classroom behaviors. Four junior high school students served as subjects. 
The subjects were classified as students with behavior disorders, students with learning 
disabilities, students with learning and behavior problems, or students who were served 
less than 15 hours weekly in a resource room. All four subjects scored on an average 
range between grades two and three grades on the Weschler Intelligence Scale for 
Children-Revised (WISC-R). However, they performed in the classroom between 
13Ibid„ 366-367. 
14C. Proctor and D. Morgan, "A Response-Cost Raffle Procedure to Improve 
Classroom Behavior," Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis 16 (1991): 171-172. 
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grades two and three below actual grade placement with a stanine score on the Basic 
Skills Test, ranging from four (4) to seven (7). 
Proctor and Morgan utilized an AB-AB design to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the response-cost raffle program. The subjects were observed in a special education 
resource room during a 50-minute supervised study period. According to Proctor and 
Morgan, the purpose of the study period was to receive extra help with homework 
assignments from the students' regular class, and to complete additional practice 
assignments from the resource teacher. Although only four students were being 
observed, there were twelve students in the study class. Observation of the four 
subjects occurred daily in the afternoon. The dependent measure in this study was the 
percentage of observation intervals that the subjects engaged in appropriate classroom 
behavior. Data were collected for the dependent measure using a whole interval 
recording procedure.15 
During the initial baseline phase, Proctor and Morgan observed that the teacher 
continued the classroom management system that had been in effect since the beginning 
of the school year. This involved awarding points intermittently throughout the class 
time contingent upon appropriate behavior. The response-cost raffle was not in effect 
during baseline. The response-cost raffle was implemented during the first phase. At 
the beginning of class, subjects were given different colored slips of paper by the 
classroom teacher. A slip of paper was removed contingent upon the occurrence of 
15Ibid., 172-173. 
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inappropriate or disruptive behaviors. At the conclusion of each class, all remaining 
slips of paper were collected. From these slips of paper, two were marked "group." 
A raffle was then conducted. One slip of paper was drawn and the winner chose a 
prize from the posted list. If a slip marked "group" was chosen, the entire group 
received a prize. The remaining slips of paper were discarded at the conclusion of each 
day.16 
The response-cost component of the intervention was withdrawn during the third 
phase of the design. Students were informed that tickets would no longer be removed 
for inappropriate behavior, but were still expected to behave appropriately. The raffle 
component of the intervention was continued by placing one ticket per student into the 
raffle at the end of each class period, marking one ticket "group," drawing a ticket and 
announcing a winner. The drawing was conducted and prizes were awarded following 
the criteria outlined in the treatment phase. After three sessions, the response-cost 
contingenceis for appropriate behavior were reintroduced and continued until the 
conclusion of the experiment. 
During baseline, all four subjects were engaged in appropriate behavior for 0% 
to 29% of the intervals observed. When the response-cost was initially implemented 
to decrease inappropriate/disruptive behavior, an increase in appropriate behavior was 
observed, with the mean ranging between 57% and 88%. When the response-cost 
contingencies for inappropriate/disruptive behavior were withdrawn and only the raffle 
16Ibid., 171-173. 
14 
procedure was utilized, subjects engaged in appropriate classroom behavior for only 
13% to 66% of the intervals observed. An increase in appropriate behavior was 
observed when the response-cost contingencies were reintroduced to decrease 
inappropriate/disruptive behavior. Subjects were engaged in appropriate behavior for 
85% to 100% of the observed intervals. 
The data illustrated the effectiveness of negative punishment in the form of a 
response-cost raffle for decreasing inappropriate/off-task behaviors and increasing 
appropriate/on-task behaviors.17 In addition, these results supported the research 
conducted by Ruesch and McLaughlin.18 Negative reinforcement in the form of a 
response-cost program is one form of intervention used to decrease time off-task in 
order to increase time on-task. 
Researchers have tried to demonstrate that time on-task can also be increased as 
a result of the use of positive reinforcement techniques. Positive reinforcements require 
that, under particular circumstances, the occurrence of appropriate behavior is 
immediately followed by the addition of a stimulus in the form of an event or an item. 
As a result of positive reinforcement, reinforced behaviors are more likely to be 
repeated under similar circumstances.19 
17Ibid„ 184-188. 
18Ruesch and McLaughlin, "School Programs for At-Risk Children," 365- 
367. 
19Martin and Pear, Behavior Modification, 172. 
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Additionally, both positive and negative consequences, reinforcement and 
punishment, are commonly employed by classroom teachers to establish and maintain 
appropriate behavior. It was hypothesized that the utilization of either technique alone 
would result in a visible decrease of appropriate behavior. Abramowitz and O'Leary 
conducted various behavioral intervention techniques utilizing the token economy with 
groups and individuals.20 They hypothesized that the utilization of either positive and 
negative consequences alone would result in a visible decrease of appropriate behavior. 
The combining of positive and negative consequences was effective in establishing high 
levels of on-task behavior.21 According to Abramowitz and O'Leary, the use of 
negative consequences is necessary for maintaining accepted levels of prompts when 
using reprimands alone. The research also suggests that positive consequences may be 
effective in maintaining good relationships between students and teachers within the 
classrom.22 Additionally, Abramowitz and O'Leary and Friend and Cook's research 
suggest that positive consequences may be effective in maintaining appropriate behavior 
only after desired behavior has been initially shaped through the use of negative 





consequences. The researchers concluded that task relationship needs are essentially 
the same regardless of the tasks being undertaken.23 
When establishing desired levels of appropriate on-task behavior, positive 
consequences can be combined with the negative consequences in order to help ensure 
an appropriate working relationship between students and teacher.24 At the same time, 
the combination of both positive and negative consequences may allow the classroom 
teacher to strengthen appropriate (through reinforcement) and weaken inappropriate 
behavior (through punishment) in a more constructive manner. One way to efficiently 
accomplish this in the classroom is through the implementation of a token economy. 
Academic Performance 
The ultimate goal of special and regular educators is to increase time on-task 
during academic instruction. The more time the student is on-task, the more knowledge 
can be gained. Recent investigations by researchers support this assumption by 
utilizing an incentive program to increase students' academic performance utilizing time 
on-task in the resource room. The efforts to correct the difficulties of a student's time 
on-task were done by the implementation of a point system/stock to reinforce 
appropriate habits of behavior for students with learning disabilities and behavior 
23Ibid., 229; M. Friend and L. Cook, Collaboration Skills for School 
Professionals, 2d ed. (White Plains, NY: Longman, 1996), 168-169. 
24Martin and Pear, Behavior Modification, 169-172. 
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disorders.25 It was noted that target behavior included interacting with others 
inappropriately, yelling out, off-task behavior, not having materials, not completing 
work on time and not starting work on time. During the course of the study 
contingencies for reinforcement and punishment were placed on the occurrence of the 
target behaviors.26 Adair and Schneider were able to increase on-task behavior, which 
led to improved academic performance. This experiment was done by utilizing positive 
reinforcement in the form of rising stock values.27 The system utilized was called 
Individual Resource Exchange, a self-contained trade (IREX). The purpose of IREX 
was to educate the students about functioning in an investment world and to provide 
another avenue to increase time on-task. The IREX Stock Board was used daily. This 
created self-esteem and the desire of students to be involved in the stock exchange. The 
result revealed that on-task behaviors were improved when the IREX Stock Board was 
implemented.28 
Academic Achievement 
Adair and Schneider used negative reinforcement and token economy. This 
technique involved awarding or removing token or points to students contingent upon 
25J. Adair and J. L. Schneider, "Banking on Learning: An Incentive System 






specified desirable or undesirable behaviors. These tokens or points were exchanged 
later for activities, objects, or privileges. The study also addresses the positive 
relationships between time on-task and academic achievement.29 
Nevertheless, Shook, Labrie, and Vallies' study addressed the positive 
relationship between time on-task and academic achievement and the effectiveness of 
the token economy on specific off-task behaviors. The subjects were two boys and one 
girl, ranging from six to seven years old. The effects of the token economy for the 
subjects were exained by using a single multiple baseline design across students. The 
token progress was developed by using a special education teacher for implementation 
by a teacher in a regular education first grade classroom. During the course of the 
experiment, contingencies for positive reinforcement and negative reinforcement were 
placed on the occurrence of the target behavior.30 
Shook, LaBrie and Vallies were able to decrease inappropriate/on-task behaviors 
by using the token economy as a reinforcer for appropriate behavior. The results of 
Shook, LaBrie and Vallies indicated that there was a decrease in disruptive behaviors 
when the token economy was in effect. The study indicated that there was an increased 
percentage of appropriate on-task behavior by using the token economy behavior 
management system. In addition, this token program was effective in reducing the 
disruptive behavior of elementary grade students when it was in effect. Shook, LaBrie 
29Ibid. 
30Shook, LaBrie, and Vallies, "The Effects of a Token Economy," 101. 
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and Vallies concluded that both percentages of appropriate on-task behavior and 
percentages of academic achievement increased due to the emphasis placed by the 
special education teacher working on assigned activities. This was done by verbal 
reminders and the utilization of the token economy for lack of progress in an 
assignment.31 
The positive relationship between time on-task and academic achievement was 
illustrated by Shook, LaBrie, and Vallies and Platt and Olson.32 The study used three 
students—two boys and one girl-in a first grade classroom of twenty-eight students, 
located in a low socioeconomic area of Spokane, Washington. None of the students had 
ever been referred to special education services. However, one boy was receiving daily 
one-half hour reading and mathematics services in a special education assistance 
program. Thus, the regular classroom teachers still reported that all subjects had 
significant difficulty remaining on-task and inappropriate behaviors. 
An AB-AB design was examined. The effectiveness of a token economy 
program is to increase time on-task in the classroom. The subjects were observed 
between 10:30 a.m. and 11:30 a.m. This time was selected because it allowed for 
observation of all three students and it represented the time respect to the frequency of 
the students' off-task behavior. During both baseline phases, objects on task behavior 
31Ibid., 101. 
32Ibid., 99-101; J. Platt and J. L. Olson, Teaching Adolescents with Mild 
Disabilities (Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks and Cole, 1997), 135. 
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were recorded by using a frequent count. No treatment was utilized during the baseline 
phase. Both treatment phases consisted of the implementation of the token economy. 
In each treatment, phases as consequences were delivered contingent upon student 
behavior. The token economy intervention resulted in an increase in time on-task for 
all subjects. In addition, all subjects' academic performance improved.33 
Adair and Schneider's data collected clearly revealed an improvement in the 
abilities of the students with learning disabilities and/or behavior disorders. It showed 
that they have the ability to succeed in the mainstream academic classroom. During the 
initial baseline phases the subjects spent a significant amount of time off-task. The staff 
members had to spend the majority of the class period managing the students' behavior 
and redirecting them back on-task. This practice resulted in consistency in the delivery 
of instruction services and enforcement of classroom management tactics. The data 
were recorded hour-by-hour. In the first treatment phase, the academic performance 
increased to 90% while the mean for the time on-task increased to 96%. In addition, 
during the second baseline, a decrease in time on-task was observed. A final increase 
in academic achievement was observed; also an increase of time on-task was observed. 
The above data were empirically supported by the hypothesis that there is a 
direct relationship between time on-task and academic achievement. The classroom and 
resource teachers can objectively obtain time on-task data through direct teacher 
33Shook, LaBrie, and Vallies, "The Effects of a Token Economy," 161. 
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observation. Thus, once the data are collected and analyzed specific intervention 
programs can be utilized for the students who display below average of time on-task. 
Behavioral Analysis 
Bender and Mathes revealed that medication had been typically the way to treat 
many severe problems. Nevertheless, with a highly structured environment and highly 
structured intervention strategy, undesired behavior can be decreased. The intervention 
technique utilized was the token economy. This intervention technique does not take 
time from the teacher or academics, yet it corrects behavior.34 
Additionally in an experiment, Bender and Mathes used a single subject design 
and rewarded the students twenty cents for each five minutes they stayed on-task. The 
students exchanged their earned tokens each Friday for pencils, stickers, computer 
time, and games. The intervention results indicated that this procedure was effective 
in reducing the students' target behavior. The subjects received rewards for desired 
behaviors, and when appropriate behaviors were not displayed, rewards were not 
given.35 
Token economies are commonly used approaches to enhance students' behavior. 
It is used in both general and special education classrooms. However, if it is to be an 
34W. Bender and M. Mathes, "Students with ADHD in the Inclusive 




effective technique, careful planning and implementation must take place. This 
procedure requires high level of the teachers' time commitment and skill. 
Nevertheless, when planning to use a token economy, teachers should determine if the 
system meets the criteria for both usefulness and appropriateness.36 
A token economy consists of a token production and a token exchange 
component. Token production refers to how the students get the tokens, while token 
exchange refers to what students do with the tokens after they get them. Tokens are 
typically earned for appropriate behavior, accumulated, and then traded in for back-up 
reinforcers. These back-up reinforcers are frequently listed on a reinforcement menu 
along with the number required for each back-up reinforcer. 
Furthermore, a reward token economy allows the teacher to reinforce 
appropriate behaviors by giving students tokens contingent upon engagement in those 
behaviors. Cost economy allows the teacher to punish inappropriate behaviors by 
removing a specified number of tokens contingent upon student engagement in 
inappropriate behavior.37 A token economy may or may not include a response cost 
procedure. A response cost procedure involves the loss of privileges, tokens, or points 
contingent on inappropriate behavior or failure to meet specified criteria. It describes 
36B. S. Myles, R. Moran, C. K. Ormsbee, and J. A. Dowing, "Guidelines 
for Establishing and Maintaining Token Economics," Intervention 27 (1992): 165. 
37Martin and Pear, Behavior Modification, 125-130. 
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a procedure in which points are removed for aggressive behavior and earned for 
behavior incompatible with aggression. 
Some educators prefer an all-positive approach, and are reluctant to withdraw 
or withhold that which a child has already earned. Thus, in all probability, youngsters 
with ADHD will require some reductive techniques, so it is probably expedient to build 
such procedures into the token economy. However, there is a note of caution: If a 
youngster begins to lose more points than he or she earns, the program should be 
promptly modified. Rewards and cost procedures can be implemented separately or 
combined into one token economy treatment in order to modify student behavior.38 
The influences of a reward token economy compared to the effect of a cost token 
economy on student behavior were illustrated in a study conducted by Ross and 
Braden.39 The researchers were interested in reducing off-task behaviors in learning 
disabled students during mathematics. The elementary school special education 
students were used as subjects. Some of the students received tokens when they were 
on-task (this is considered reward cost). The other group received a cup with tokens 
in it. When this group was off-task, a token was taken (this is considered cost-reward). 
All subjects were informed of the rules for gaining and losing tokens. Additionally, 
38Abramowitz and O'Leary, "Behavioral Intervention for the Classroom," 
221-223. 
39P. Ross and J. P. Braden, "The Effects of Token Reinforcement Versus 
Cognitive Behavior Modification on Learning Disabled Students' Math Skills," 
Psychology in the Schools 28 (1991): 247-251. 
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all students were informed that they could earn a snack or a tangible reward if they had 
at least six tokens left at the end of the class. Snacks were delivered to students who 
were eligible according to the stated criteria. The research indicates that the utilization 
of negative consequences must precede the employment of positive consequences in 
order for a positive outcome and to maintain the desired behavior.40 
Nevertheless, the research of Myles, Moran, Ormsbee, and Dowing reported 
that, whenever possible, teachers avoided the use of punishment or response cost 
system to reduce inappropriate behaviors.41 These programs accentuate the negative 
and fail to reward students. Instead, students should be given the opportunity to earn 
reinforcers for learning and demonstrating appropriate behaviors. Under the response 
cost program, students were allotted a fixed number of tokens at the beginning of a day 
or period and lost points or tokens for inappropriate behaviors. When tokens or points 
can be lost for violations of desired behavior, the teacher must determine how this will 
be managed utilizing ratio or interval schedules. For optimal results, tokens should be 
accomplished by social reinforcement such as touching or verbal task specific praise, 
because some tokens may make social re inforcers more powerful. The researchers 
found that pairing social reinforcement with tokens resulted in the completion of more 
academic tasks than did tokens alone. 
^Abramowitz and O'Leary, "Behavioral Intervention for the Classroom," 
228-229. 
41Myles, Moran, Ormsbee, and Dowing, "Guidelines for Establishing and 
Maintaining Token Economics." 164. 
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Consequently, Sax and Kohn suggest that teachers should not pay students to 
learn but provide them with a motivated atmosphere which will build their self¬ 
esteem.42 Lyons and Lagarde revealed that the utilization of the token economy can be 
an effective system in curtailing off-task behavior; however, the system must be well 
organized for it can be very distracting and time-consuming.43 Lyons and Lagarde 
developed a graduated reinforcement system. The system is designed for upper 
elementary students whose less intrusive management strategies are insufficient. It is 
intended for the use with the entire class, but it is also appropriate for individuals and 
small groups. Additionally, the researchers concluded that the GRS (Graduated 
Reinforcement System) is comprehensive. It allows teachers to monitor academic and 
social behavior through the day. To begin the GRS the students and teachers: (1) 
identify the target behavior, (2) develop a method of record keeping, (3) determine 
when will rewards be given, and (4) decide what the rewards will be.44 
The ultimate goal was to create a more conducive environment for learning. 
Many educators are turning to the token system.45 The token system allows the subject 
to receive stamps which can be exchanged at a certain time period in the day for fun 
42R. Sax and A. Kohn, "Should We Pay Kids to Learn?" Learning 24 
(1996): 6-7. 
43C. Lyons and R. Lagarde, "Token for Success: Using the Graduated 
Reinforcement System," Teaching Exceptional Children 29 (1997): 55-57. 
^Ibid. 
45R. Kotlin, "The Irvine Paraprofessional Program: Using Paraprofessionals 
in Serving Students with ADHD," Intervention 30 (1995): 239-240. 
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activities. The more stamps the subject earned, the more opportunities additional 
activities are made available. The reinforcement center is continuously updated to 
accommodate a wide range of developmental levels and individual preferences.46 
Lemer revealed that the success of any behavior management procedure depends 
upon the finding of the appropriate reinforcer to stimulate the target. The researcher 
stated that the most appropriate way to find a successful reinforcer is to observe the 
students during academic and free time to see what the student's likes and dislikes may 
be. Another way to determine the student's reinforcer is to have the students and the 
parents complete an interest survey. The reinforcer can be external, e.g., food or toys, 
or intrinsic (internal), e.g., a hug, praise or a pat on the back. Nevertheless, it can be 
a token to be exchanged for a latter reinforcement, or privilege. A good reinforcement 
for each individual is different and is considered the best only if it works.47 
46Ibid., 236-238. 
47J. Lerner, Learning Disabilities Theories, Diagnosis, and Teaching 
Strategies (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1997), 514-516. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Selection of Sample Subjects 
Five subjects from a self-contained, multi-age/grade, mixed exceptionally, 
third/fourth grade special education classroom in a public elementary school in the 
metropolitan Atlanta area were included in this study. The school was located in an 
urban metropolitan Atlanta school district. The population of the school is diverse 
ethnically, socially, and demographically. Approximately 23% of the students are 
other or mixed origins, predominately Hispanic, Vietnamese, Cambodian, and Indian. 
Approximately 40% of the students are African American with many of them attending 
by choice through the Minority to Majority Program. The balance of the student 
population is approximately 37% Caucasian. The school's enrollment is 970. The 
diversity of the student body and community is embraced by the Hapeville school 
family. Approximately 82% of the students participate in the free and reduced lunch 
program, which reflects the economic level of the area. 
Demographic Setting 
The five subjects were chosen from the investigator's class. Prior to the start 
of the study, all students in the class were informally observed by the experimenter 
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during language arts/early morning seat work. The experimenter observed the 
frequency of the off-task behavior (for example, out of seat without permission, 
doodling, talking with peers, excessive use of the restroom, daydreaming, wiggling in 
seat, etc.) and the students' academic performance. A list of students who appeared to 
be consistently off-task and performing poorly on academic tasks was compiled. 
Parents/guardians of these students were contacted by telephone to schedule a home 
visit/conference with them to explain the proposed research experiment. The purpose 
of the experiment was explained to the parent/guardian and consent was obtained to 
allow the students to participate in the study (Appendix A). 
There were three boys and two girls. Three of the subjects were in third grade 
and two of the students were in fourth grade. Each of the five subjects was in his/her 
prospective grade for the first time during the 1996-1997 school year. Four of the 
students had never been retained in any grade. However, one of the students had been 
retained in another grade once. None of the subjects received any additional service 
(for example, Speech, English As a Second Language (ESOL), Occupational Therapy, 
etc.). 
This study was conducted in a self-contained, multi-age/grade third/fourth grade 
classroom by the special education classroom teacher, who also served as the 
experimenter. Table 1 illustrates the demographical information of the subjects 
involved in the study. It reveals that the ages of the subjects are from eight (8) to 
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ten (10). The classroom was the typical size of an elementary school classroom setting. 
It was equipped with a time out room, restroom, water fountain/sink, dimmer control 
lighting system, and all available materials supplies. Subjects were observed during a 
15-minute period of non-directed satiric. The satiric consisted of language 
art/handwriting activities that are used to follow up and reinforce skills taught earlier 
in class.1 No new concepts of skills were introduced during the 15-minute observation 
period. During each 15-minute observation, the experimenter was conducting small 
reading groups in the back of the room. 
Table L Demographics of Subjects 
Age Grade Male Female 
8 3 1 1 
9 3 1 1 
10 4 1 0 
Statistical Method for Analysis for Treatment of Data 
Dependent Measure 
The percentage of intervals in which students were engaged in on-task behavior 
was dependent upon measures evaluated during the course of the study. The student 
!S. A. DiGangi, J. W. Maag, and R. B. Rutherford, Jr., "Self-graphing of 
On-Task Behavior: Enhancing the Reactive Effects of Self Monitoring on Task 
Behavior and Academic Performance," Learning Disability Quarterly 14 (1991): 
221-224. 
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engagements in on-task behavior were referred to as time on-task. Data were collected 
for time on-task during each phase of the experiment for each participant. 
Time On-Task 
Time on-task was defined according to several criteria. The subjects were 
required to be working in the designated area to be counted on-task.2 This space was 
determined by the classroom teacher prior to the start of each work period. Time that 
a subject spent out of the immediate instruction area was not counted, for example, 
restroom or time out. The subjects were permitted to sit or stand at their desk 
(subject's choice), but were not counted as being on-task when observed lying on the 
floor, table, or desk, even when observed working on assigned activity. 
Time on-task was counted for time spent out of the work space, but within the 
confines of the classroom instructional area when prior permission was granted by the 
classroom teacher. The subjects were able to request permission by remaining in the 
work area and quietly raising a hand. During the observation intervals, time spent out 
of the work area without previous permission, or request for permission to leave the 
work area that called out was not counted as on-task. Any incidents of behavior, 
whether on-task or not, that occurred between each observation were not included in 
the data. 
2P. Ross and J. P. Braden, "The Effects of Token Reinforcement Versus 
Cognitive Behavior Modification on Learning Disabled Students' Math Skills," 
Psychology in the Schools 28 (1991): 249-251. 
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Subjects were required to begin work on the assigned satiric within one minute 
following the closure of teacher-directed instruction and directions. The 15-minute 
observation period did not begin until after the two minutes had concluded. Time that 
subjects spent clarifying directions, either with the experimenter or with other members 
in their work area, was counted as being on-task. Behaviors that were not counted as 
on-task included talking to a neighbor, making noises while not visibly working on the 
designated assignment, sleeping, head on desk, playing with toys brought from home, 
doodling, yelling out without permission, coloring or doing word search puzzles. 
Humming or singing while visibly working on the designated assignment was also not 
coded as an on-task behavior. 
Measurement of Time On-Task 
On-task behaviors were measured approximately four times per week. 
Observation sessions occurred at the foremost of once a day. Criteria were made using 
a momentary time sampling technique. The subjects were observed once every two 
minutes for 15 minutes. A timer was located on the back table where the teacher was 
working with the reading group during observation periods. During all observation 
periods, the experimenter collected data while sitting at the table in back of the 
classroom (conducting small group instruction) or walking around monitoring or 
answering questions. 
During each observation period, all five subjects were momentarily observed 
every two minutes. Subjects were observed in random order. At the moment of 
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observation, each subject was either coded as on-task (1) or off-task (0). A total of five 
times on-task observations were made for each subject during each 15-minute 
observation period. The frequency of intervals of time on-task was reported as a 
percent. It was contrived by dividing the number of intervals of time on-task by the 
total possible number of intervals (five) and multiplying the quotient by one hundred.3 
Percentage of intervals of time on-task for each subject was recorded at the conclusion 
of the second day. 
Reliability 
The reliability was calculated once for each subject during each of the five 
phases of the experiment. The second observer was an Interrelated Resource (IRR) 
teacher. The Interrelated Resource teacher is a full-time county employee at the 
experimenter's school. When the second observer was in the classroom she would sit 
at another small group table in the back of the classroom. This still gave the IRR 
teacher the opportunity to be able to view and hear the timer. Both the experimenter 
and the second observer utilized the same timer when observations were being made, 
in which inter-observer reliability was calculated. 
The whole period inter-observer reliability for each individual subject's time on- 
task was calculated. This was calculated by adding the number of agreements of time 
on-task and the number of agreements of time not on-task, dividing this sum by the 
3DiGangi, Maag, and Rutherford, "Self-graphing of On-Task Behavior," 
222-225. 
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total number of intervals observed (5). Finally, this quotient was multiplied by one 
hundred. An agreement was scored if both observers agreed that the subject was on- 
task or not on-task for an observation interval. A disagreement was scored if one 
observer scored the subject on-task and the other observer scored the subject not on- 
task. 
Academic Performance 
In addition to the target behavior of time on-task, two measures of academic 
performance were calculated-academic production and academic achievement. 
Academic productions were defined as the total number of questions attempted from the 
designated assignment. Academic achievement was defined as the number of attempted 
education answered correctly.4 Partially completed questions or completed questions 
which were partially accurate were not included in any of the academic performance 
data. 
Academic productions were reported as the percentage of the total number of 
assigned questions that were completed. Academic achievement was reported as the 
percentage of attempted questions correctly completed as the percentage of attempted 
questions. The experimenter recorded this data at the conclusion of each observation 
period. No inter-observer reliability was calculated for either measure of academic 




The single subject experimental design was utilized. The AB design is a 
teaching design. In this design the teacher can evaluate increases or decreases in the 
amount, rate, percentage, or duration of the target behavior during the intervention 
phase and compare them to the baseline phase. Additionally, the design compares the 
effects of different conditions on the same individual. Thus, by using this information 
the teacher can make a decision as to continue, change, or discard the intervention.5 
Several research studies have applied the AB design to evaluate interventions to 
improve academic performance, time on-task behavior and inappropriate social 
behaviors.6 The primary advantage of an AB design is its simplicity. Alberto and 
Troutman suggest that many teachers use this design to evaluate their students' 
progress.7 This research design is utilized by educators because it provides a rapid and 
accurate feedback about comparative effectiveness. The design is uncomplicated as it 
5P. Alberto and A. Troutman, Applied Behavior Analysis for Teachers 
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1995), 155-156. 
6S. Shook, M. LaBrie, and J. Vallies, "The Effects of a Token Economy on 
First Grade Students' Inappropriate Social Behavior," Reading Improvement 27 
(1990): 98-101; T. McLaughlin and C. Wilson, "Control in the Classroom," Review 
of Educational Research 96 (1990): 631-632; R. P. Miller, J. M. Cosgrove, and L. 
Doke, "Motivating Adolescents to Reducing Their Fines in a Token Economy," 
Adolescence 25 (1990): 99-104; P. Comes, "Token Reinforcements in the 
Psychosocial Rehabilitation of Individuals with Chronic Illness; Is It Effective over 
Time?" International Journal of Rehabilitation Research 14 (1991): 125-127; S. J. 
Salend, N. R. Jantsen, and K. Griek, "Using a Peer Confrontation System in Group 
Setting," Behavioral Disorder 17 (1992): 215-216. 
7Alberto and Troutman, Applied Behavior Analysis for Teachers, 155. 
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compares students' behaviors before and after implementation of some intervention or 
instructional procedure in a more systematic way. 
Although this design is used by educators, it has a disadvantage. The 
disadvantage is that the design cannot be used to make a confident assumption of a 
functional relationship. Although the data show an increase or decrease in the behavior 
during the interventions, this design does not provide for a replication of the procedure. 
Therefore, the AB design is very vulnerable to confounding or coincidental events. 
The aforementioned disadvantages make the design weak and is not favorable when 
using research other than single subject research.8 
Nevertheless, the reversal design is another type of single subject design used 
to analyze the effectiveness of a single variable. This design is commonly referred to 
as the AB-AB design. This design involves sequential application and withdrawal of 
an intervention to verify the intervention's effects on the behavior. The advantage of 
an AB-AB design offers precise analysis of the effects of a single independent variable 
on a single dependent variable. However, the design has a disadvantage. It is the 
necessity for withdrawing an effective intervention in order to determine whether a 
functional relationship exists. This task is often difficult for the teacher; therefore, it 
takes time away from her instructional time.9 
8Ibid., 156-157. 
9J. Tawney and D. Cast, Single-Subject Research in Special Education 
(Columbus, OH: Merrill, 1994), 128. 
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Originally, an A-BC-B-BC design was to be employed. The four intended 
phases of the experimenter (A) baseline, (BC) combined treatment of positive 
reinforcement and negative reinforcement, (B) withdrawal of negative reinforcer and 
the use of only positive reinforcement, and (BC) réintroduction of the negative 
reinforcement also that the combined treatment package was back in place. It was 
hypothesized that this design would best illustrate the controlling effect of the negative 
reinforcers. Furthermore, the design was to have illustrated the necessity of a 
combined treatment package to maintain high levels of time on-task. 
Contrary to the experimenter's hypothesis, high levels of time on-task were 
maintained when treatment consisted of only positive reinforcement. Afterwards, it 
was considered unnecessary to reintroduce the negative consequences back into the 
treatment. The proposed design was altered to an A-BC-B-A-B design in order to 
reflect the effectiveness of positive and negative interventions to increase time on-task 
for students in a behavior class setting. In addition, the experimenter wanted to 
demonstrate the efficacy of an all-positive reinforcement treatment on maintaining high 
levels of time on-task as a function of prior use of negative consequences combined in 
a token economy with positive consequences. 
When the A-BC-B-A-B design was employed, it indicated a replication for four 
subjects during the course of the experiment. The first three phases of this design were 
the same as those incorporated in the design initially in this proposed design: (A) 
baseline-no positive or negative consequences, (BC) combined treatment of positive 
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and negative consequences within a token economy, and (B) withdrawal of negative 
consequences and the utilization of only positive reinforcement. This was followed by 
a return to baseline (A) and a réintroduction of positive reinforcement alone (B). 
Procedures and Demographics 
During all five phases of the experiment, the subjects were observed for 
approximately 15 minutes of individual language arts satiric. The subjects received 
approximately 15-30 minutes of teacher-directed instructions before starting the satiric. 
Thus, at the close of the teacher-direction instructions, the experimenter thoroughly 
reviewed all directions pertaining to the subjects' satiric. All forceable supplemental 
materials (extra pencils, paper, erasers, dictionaries, workbooks, and thesaurus) were 
placed in the designated work area by the subjects before starting each work session. 
Any supplies desired during the actual completion of the satiric were requested from 
the classroom teacher (and not other members in the classroom or second observer). 
To get additional items the subjects were asked to raise their hand and wait to be 
acknowledged by the teacher. 
Data Analysis 
Baseline (A) 
Subjects entered baseline during the first month of the 1996-1997 school year. 
All the subjects did not enter baseline on the same date due to the lapse in time it took 
to acquire proper consent from each subject's parents/guardians. In baseline, as in all 
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the subsequent phases in the design, the regular classroom management program was 
still in effect. However, during both baseline phases, no additional form of treatment 
was delivered for intervals during which subjects were observed on-task or not on-task. 
The baseline data were collected until visual interpretation indicated stability of time 
on-task data. Judgment of stability was made for each subject individually. 
Combined Treatment (BC) 
As soon as each subject's baseline data was stabilized, the subjects were moved 
into the first treatment phases of the design. In the first phase of treatment, each 
subject was observed while receiving a combined form of treatment. Treatment 
consisted of both positive and negative reinforcement. Both forms of treatment were 
delivered in relation to subject engagement in on-task behaviors. Prior to starting of 
this particular phase, the experimenter discussed the behavior modification program 
(target behavior, goals, consequences, and how we will incorporate this into our regular 
behavior management rules already in place, with the subjects). Clear instructions as 
to the contingencies for both positive and negative reinforcements to be utilized in the 
token economy were outlined. In addition, the experimenter orally explained and 
demonstrated behaviors that counted as on-task and behaviors that did not count as on- 
task. 
A reinforcement menu was generated to be used with all subjects during all three 
phases of treatment. As subjects entered the first treatment phase, the experimenter 
conducted individual conferences to complete an interest inventory. The Interest 
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Inventory (Appendix B) consisted of five questions in order to assist the experimenter 
in understanding what types of drinks, games, food and items that were good 
reinforcers for each subject. 
The subjects indicated that their preferences included (a) food-hamburgers, 
pizza, com dogs, hot dogs, nachos, candy rings, candy bars, ice cream sundaes, fruit 
snacks, hot fries, popcorn, and cotton candy; (b) drinks-milk shakes, orange drink, 
punch, grape juice, sparklikng flavored water, and chocolate milk; (c) activities and 
games—hand-held computer games, draw, read with other classmates, make a comic 
book, play Nintendo, free time at the computer, help teacher, outside time, attend 
sporting event, Six Flags, watch TV, play football, baseball, volleyball, play with 
Barbie Dolls, play housekeeping, read a book, participate on the school TV program, 
decorate hallway bulletin board, and extra time with art teacher; (d) materials-colored 
pencils, trade books, colored markers, pretty pencils, package of cards and surprises. 
The majority of the subjects selected food as their main reinforcer. The next most liked 
item from the reinforcement list was drinks. Table 2 showed the data obtained from 
the Student's Interest Survey. The data displayed that the majority of the subjects 
preferred food as their main reinforcer. The responses from the interest inventory were 
used by the experimenter when determining the items and activities to be included on 
the reinforcement menu (Appendix C). 
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Table 2. Subjects' Interest Inventory 
Subjects Food Drink Activities Materials 
Subject A 1 3 2 4 
Subject B 1 2 4 3 
Subject C 1 3 2 4 
Subject D 1 4 3 2 
Subject E 1 4 2 3 
1 = Most Liked 2 = Liked 3 = Less Liked 4 = Not Liked 
Table 3 shows the distribution of the subjects' views towards the reinforcers 
listed on the Reinforcement Menu. The data revealed that the most liked items by the 
subjects were food, visit the principal/assistant principal, picture on star student board, 
and extra time on the computer. Reinforcers were added to the reinforcement menu as 
each new subject entered in the first treatment phase. Once all five subjects began 
treatment, no new reinforcers were added to the menu. The reinforcement menu 
generated from the completed interest inventories was used during all treatment phases 
for each of the five subjects. Additionally, the reinforcement menu was posted in front 
of the classroom as a reminder to the subjects as to the possibilities that they could 
achieve by staying on-task. 
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Table 3. Distribution of Reinforcement Menu 
Rewards Ranking 
Old Maid Cards 3 
Baseball Cards 3 
Candy 1 
Comic Cards 3 
Bubble Gum 1 
Stickers 1 
Pretty Pencils 2 
Markers 3 
Straighten Classroom Centers 2 
Feed the Class Fish 2 
Set Up Games 3 
Free Time During Class 2 
Game Time During Class Time 2 
Visit Another Teacher's Class 2 
Book of Choice 3 
Snack 1 
Extra Time at the Computer 1 
Center of Choice 2 
Teacher's Helper 1 
Extra Time with Art Teacher 2 
Visit with Principal/Assistant Principal 1 
Picture on Star Student Board 1 
Dolls 2 
Small Action Figures 2 
Wallet 2 
Pocketbooks 2 
Hand-Held Computer Games 2 
Ranking: 1 = highest - 4 = lowest 
The first treatment consisted of a combination of positive and negative 
reinforcements within the token economy. Positive reinforcement included both tokens 
and back-up reinforcers from the reinforcer menu. The tokens used were plastic red 
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and yellow chips from the mathematics manipulative kit. The tokens were delivered 
as immediate reinforcers while the observation periods were conducted. 
The subjects were able to earn chips for each two-minute intervals during the 
experimenter moments after being observed with on-task behavior. One chip was 
granted to a subject for two-minute intervals of observed on-task behavior. As the 
chips were being earned, they were given to the subjects. The experimenter counted 
each subject's chips at the small group table in the back of the classroom. Subjects 
could earn a total of five chips during each 10-minute observation period. 
Earned chips were totaled during the observation period for all five subjects 
within an observation period. As the chips were earned, students put them in a zip lock 
sandwich bag. The sandwich bag had each subject's name on it and was kept at the 
student's desk until their chips were counted. At the conclusion of the language arts 
session, subjects were given the opportunity to count the chips with the teacher. Once 
the chips were counted, the zip lock bags were returned to the subjects with a chart 
showing the subjects the amount of chips that they had earned. The trading of the chips 
for items on the reinforcement menu took place at 9:45 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. This was 
the 15-minute break before the daily specials (Art, Music, Physical Education, and 
Library). During this time, back-up reinforcers were presented on the reinforcement 
menu generated by the subjects before the start of this phase of the treatment phase. 
All subjects were informed by the experimenter of the number of chips that it takes for 
each item on the menu. The subjects were allowed to buy rewards listed on the 
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reinforcement menu using earned chips. The subjects did not have to spend their chips 
daily. They could save them until they accumulated the desired chips to get the item(s) 
the subjects wanted from the reinforcement menu. 
During this phase of treatment, while the above positive reinforcement was used 
in the token economy, negative reinforcement was simultaneously employed for 
observation intervals during which students were on-task. Subjects earned yellow chips 
when they did not display inappropriate behaviors. The chip was included in the zip 
lock sandwich bag. These chips represented negative reinforcement. The yellow chips 
were counted when the red chips were counted-9:45 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. Thus, at the 
conclusion of the school day, between 1:30 p.m. and 2:00 p.m., subjects were required 
to be in time out. Each yellow chip earned equaled three minutes in time out. While 
in time out the subjects could not participate in any activities, but had to sit quietly and 
do nothing. 
One consequence, either positive reinforcement for time on-task was delivered 
during each two-minute observation interval. The observation and delivery of 
consequences occurred one every two minutes for ten minutes. Consequences were 
delivered a total of five times for each subject during all observation periods within this 
phase of study. Subjects continued in the token economy receiving a combination of 
positive reinforcement and negative reinforcement, until the time on-task data appeared 
stable; the data were analyzed individually for each subject. 
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Positive Reinforcement (B) 
During the second treatment phase, all behaviors not counted as being positive 
were ignored by the experimenter. Therefore, all forms of negative reinforcement 
(yellow chips and time out) were withdrawn from the token economy. Prior to the 
removal of negative reinforcement from the token economy for each subject, the 
experimenter and subject discussed the change in the behavior modification program. 
The experimenter verbally attributed withdrawal of the negative reinforcement to 
subject success in self-control of inappropriate (not on-task) behaviors. Consequently, 
subjects were told there was no further need for the negative consequences. During this 
treatment phase, the experimenter continued to deliver positive reinforcement in the 
form of red chips for intervals of on-task behavior. Criteria for the delivery of positive 
reinforcement during this phase of the design followed those employed during the first 
treatment phase. Visual analysis determined when each subject’s time on-task data 
remained stable in this phase of the experiment. Data were analyzed individually for 
each subject. 
Baseline (A) 
All forms of treatment within the token economy were discontinued. To each 
subject entering this phase, the experimenter attributed the change in the program to the 
subject’s ability to self-regulate the classroom behavior. However, the subjects were 
told that their behavior no longer required positive or negative consequences. 
Procedures followed in this phase were the same as those implemented during the initial 
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baseline phase (A). The subjects were moved into a final phase of the design when 
either visual analysis determined that time on-task data had stabilized or when the 
subject’s behavior became too disruptive for the other members of the class. 
Positive Reinforcement (B) 
Positive reinforcement was reintroduced into the token economy. All instances 
of behaviors not on-task were ignored and no form of negative consequences were 
given by the experimenter. Procedures during this phase followed those utilized during 
the first conclusion of the study. All subjects were still receiving reinforcement within 
a token economy for time on-task during language arts/handwriting satiric time. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of 
combining positive and negative reinforcements within a token economy to establish 
high levels of time on-task. A secondary purpose was to determine the efficacy of an 
all-positive reinforcement token economy in maintaing these levels. It was 
hypothesized that the utilization of a combined treatment of positive and negative 
reinforcement at the beginning of a classroom experience would be effective in 
establishing high levels of time on-task. Additionally, it was predicted that the 
continued utilization of negative consequences would be essential in maintaining these 
levels. 
Results of Sample Subjects' Time On-Task Behavior 
Figures 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 display the percentages of intervals of on-task behavior 
of initial baseline (A), combined treatment (BC), positive reinforcement (B), second 
baseline (A), and positive reinforcement (B) for all five subjects. The figures revealed 
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SESSIONS 
Figure 1 
(A) - Baseline; (BC) - Combined Treatment; (B) - Positive Reinforcement; 














(A) (BC) (B) (A) (B) 
SESSIONS 
Figure 2 
(A) - Baseline; (BC) - Combined Treatment; (B) - Positive Reinforcement; 
(A) - Second Baseline; (B) - Positive Reinforcement 
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(A) (BC) (B) (AJ (B) 
1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 
SESSIONS 
Figure 3 
(A) - Baseline; (BC) - Combined Treatment; (B) - Positive Reinforcement; 
(A) - Second Baseline; (B) - Positive Reinforcement 
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(A) (BC) (B) (A) (B) 
Figure 4 
(A) - Baseline; (BC) - Combined Treatment; (B) - Positive Reinforcement; 
(A) - Second Baseline; (B) - Positive Reinforcement 
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(A) (BC) (B) (A) (B) 
SESSIONS 
Figure 5 
(A) - Baseline; (BC) - Combined Treatment; (B) - Positive Reinforcement; 
(A) - Second Baseline; (B) - Positive Reinforcement 
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Subject A 
The percentage of intervals of on-task behavior during the initial baseline 
phase ranged from 0% to 70% with a mean of 38%. During the combined treatment, 
an increase was observed with a mean of 88% and a range of 88% to 100%. When 
negative consequences were withdrawn for positive consequences alone, Subject A was 
observed on-task for a mean of 83% on the intervals with a range of 40% to 100%. 
During each observation period in the second baseline phase, Subject A was only on- 
task for 40% of the intervals. A final increase was observed during the replication of 
positive reinforcement alone with a mean of 95% and a range to 100%. 
Subject B 
The mean percentage of intervals of on-task behavior exhibited by Subject B at 
the time of the initial baseline phase was 23% with a range of 0% to 60%. With the 
implementation of the combined treatment, the mean increased to 71 % with a range of 
29% to 199%. During positive reinforcement alone, the percentage of intervals 
increased slightly to a mean of 80% with a range of 60% to 100%. Réintroduction of 
positive reinforcement alone resulted in an increase of the mean to 8% with a range of 
60% to 100%. 
Subject C 
The percentage of intervals of on-task behavior during the initial baseline phase 
ranged from 0% to 60% with a mean of 36%. During the treatment stages, the 
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percentage of intervals in which Subject C exhibited on-task behavior increased to a 
mean of 97% with a range of 80% to 100%. This high percentage was maintained 
utilizing positive reinforcement alone ranging from 80% to 100% with a mean of 97%. 
In the second baseline phase, the percentage of intervals of on-task behavior decreased 
to a mean of 49%. There was a final increase during the replication of positive 
reinforcement alone with a mean of 100%. 
Subject D 
The intervals of on-task behavior during the initial baseline ranged from 0% to 
40% with a mean of 9%. When combined with treatment, the percentage of intervals 
of on-task behavior increased to a mean of 93 % with a range of 80% to 100%. There 
was a slight decrease of the mean to 89%, with a range from 60% to 100% when 
observed during positive reinforcement alone. In the second baseline phase, the mean 
percentage of intervals of on-task behavior decreased to 27% with a range of 0% to 
40%. The percentage of time on-task increased to 100% when positive reinforcement 
alone was reintroduced. 
Subject E 
The same pattern was reflected for Subject C. In the initial baseline phase, 
percentage of intervals of on-task behavior ranged from 20% to 60% with a mean of 
46%. An increase occurred during the combined treatment with a mean of 97% and 
a range of 80% to 100%. The range was maintained during positive reinforcement 
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alone with only a slight decrease in the mean of 94%. In each of the three observations 
in the second baseline phase. Subject E was 40% of the intervals. A high level of time 
on-task was reacquired during replication of positive reinforcement alone (range of 80% 
to 100% and a mean of 90%). 
Results of Measurement and the Inter-Observer 
All observations conducted by the inter-observer were conducted within the 
special education classroom setting. The observer had been familiar with elementary 
special education population. The inter-observer's reliability was calculated for each 
subject once during all five phases of the experiment. This was done to assess the 
accuracy of the experimenter's recording procedures. Over the course of the study, the 
inter-observer agreement across subjects was as follows: baseline (A), M = 76% 
(range, 60% to 80%); combined treatment (BC), M = 88% (range, 80% to 100%); 
positive reinforcement alone (B), M = 92% (range, 80% to 100%); second baseline 
(A) , M = 96% (range, 80% to 100%); réintroduction of positive reinforcement alone 
(B) , M = 92% (range, 80% to 100%). 
Tables 4-8 display the mean percentages of intervals of on-task behavior for 
each subject for all phases of the experiment. The data illustrate an increase in the 
mean percentage of time on-task from the initial baseline phase (A) to the combined 
treatment (BC). The increases were 48% for Subject B and 64% for Subject A. 
Additionally, the data illustrate a sligh difference in the mean percentage of time on- 
task from the combined treatment (BC) to the utilization of positive reinforcement alone 
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(B). These differences ranged from a 5% decrease in time on-task for Subject A to a 
9% increase of time on-task for Subject E. 
Table 4. Comparison of Subject A’s Means Percentage of Time On-Task, Academic 























% of Time On-Task 40 88 85 47 94 
% Academic Production 70 40 26 5 50 
% Academic Achievement 55 60 70 80 87 
Table 5. Comparison of Subject B's Means Percentage of Time On-Task, Academic 























% of Time On-Task 39 82 93 20 88 
% Academic Production 45 40 25 30 50 
% Academic Achievement 60 60 70 85 75 
Note: An increase of on-task behavior was noted for Subjects A and B when positive 
reinforcement was utilized. 
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Table 6. Comparison of Subject C's Means Percentage of Time On-Task, Academic 























% of Time On-Task 40 96 96 41 97 
% Academic Production 70 65 48 25 48 
% Academic Achievement 50 51 54 75 30 
Table 7. Comparison of Subject D's Means Percentage of Time On-Task, Academic 























% of Time On-Task 23 77 84 35 100 
% Academic Production 50 46 35 8 25 
% Academic Achievement 27 15 60 8 50 
Note: An increase of on-task behavior was noted for Subjects C and D. Subject D had 
more percentage of increase in on-task behavior. 
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Table 8. Comparison of Subject E's Means Percentage of Time On-Task, Academic 























% of Time On-Task 53 99 95 46 90 
% Academic Production 80 65 90 80 85 
% Academic Achievement 75 60 95 90 88 
Note: A decrease of on-task behavior was noted for Subject E. 
A decrease in the mean percentage of time on-task from positive reinforcement 
alone (B) to the second baseline (A) was observed across subjects. These decreases 
ranged from a decrease of 43% for Subject A to a decrease of 62% for Subject D. 
Individual subject results also illustrate an increase in the mean percentage of time on- 
task from the second baseline (A) to the réintroduction of positive reinforcement alone 
(B). This pattern was consistent across subjects. These increases ranged from an 
increase of 45% for Subject A to an increase of 75% for Subject D. 
Little difference can be observed when comparing the mean percentage of time 
on-task exhibited during the initial baseline phase and the second baseline phase. This 
pattern was consistent across subjects. The differences ranged from a decrease of 6% 
for Subject E to an increase of 4% for Subject C. Finally, the data indicate a minimal 
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difference in mean percentage of time on-task between the initial implementation of 
positive reinforcement alone (B) and its réintroduction (B) following the second baseline 
phase (A). This result was consistent across subjects. The differences ranged from a 
decrease of 4% for Subject E to an increase of 12% for Subject A. 
Results of Sample Subjects' Academic Performance and 
Academic Achievement 
Subject A 
In order to evaluate the secondary effects of the treatment on academic 
performance, data were compared on the percentage of academic production and the 
percentage of academic achievement for each subject during all phases of the 
experiment. These results displayed A's mean percentage of academic production at 
72% while the mean percentage of academic achievement was 57%. In the combined 
treatment, the mean percentage of academic performance decreased to 63 % and the 
mean percentage of academic achievement decreased to 51%. The decrease in 
percentage of academic production continued during positive reinforcement alone with 
a mean of 45 % ; however, the percentage of academic achievement increased to a mean 
of 54% during this phase. During the second baseline phase, the mean percentage of 
academic production continued to decrease while the mean percentage of academic 
achievement continued to increase. The means were 17% and 76%, respectively. In 
the replication of positive reinforcement, the percentage of academic production 
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increased to a mean of 50% while the mean percentage of academic achievement 
decreased to 25 %. 
Subject B 
The data displayed a similar pattern during the first phase of the design. In the 
initial baseline phase, a mean of 43% for academic production and a mean of 59% for 
academic achievement were acquired. In the combined treatment, the mean percentage 
of academic production decreased to 38% while the mean of the academic achievement 
increased to 62%. The mean percentage of academic production continued to decrease 
during positive reinforcement alone (23%) as the mean percentage of academic 
achievement continued to increase (76%). In the second baseline phase, the mean 
percentage of academic production minimally increased to 29% and the mean 
percentage of academic achievement increased to 83%. With the introduction of 
positive reinforcement alone, the mean percentage of academic production increased to 
45% while the mean percentage of academic achievement decreased to 74%. 
Subject C 
The mean percentage of academic production was 40% while the mean 
percentage of academic achievement was 50%. In the combined treatment, the mean 
percentage performance increased to 96% and the mean percentage of academic 
achievement decreased to 51%. There was a decrease in the percentage of academic 
production during positive reinforcement alone with a mean of 48%; however, the 
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percentage of academic achievement increased to a mean of 54% during this particular 
phase. The mean percentage of academic production continued to decrease while the 
mean percentage of academic achievement continued to increase. The means were 24% 
and 75 %. In the replication of positive reinforcement, the percentage of academic 
production increased to a mean of 40% while the mean percentage of academic 
achievement decreased to 30%. 
Subject D 
The mean percentage of academic production decreased over each of the first 
four phases of the experiment. There was no pattern observed for the mean of 
percentage of academic achievement. Across the phases, the mean of percentage of 
academic production was 47%, 45%, 32%, 9%, and 29% while the mean percentage 
of academic achievement was 28%, 22%, 67%, 11%, and 45%. 
Subject E 
The academic performance data indicate a slight pattern. During the initial 
baseline phase, the mean percentage of academic production was 84% while the mean 
percentage of academic achievement was 72%. In the combined treatment, the means 
decreased to 65% and 69%, respectively. These means increased to 99%, 4%, 9%, 
and 47% while the mean percentage of academic achievement was 54%, 55%, 67%, 
87%, and 88%. 
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Statistical Treatment of Data 
To statistically analyze the data and arrive at a hypothesis, the Mann Whitney 
U-Test was utilized. The Mann Whitney U-Test is a non-parametric test. This type 
of data analysis will permit one the opportunity to compare two distributions to 
determine if they are different. The requirements of the test are that the data must be 
at least ordered and that the population values actually cover a continuous range scale. 
The U-Test is a relatively powerful non-parametric test that is especially useful with a 
small population. The value of U can be found by using the following formulas1 
Ua = Na + Nb = NafNa=l) - Ra 
2 
Ub = Na + Nb + Nh = (Nh = U - Rb 
2 
Na = Size of Sample A Nb = Size of Sample B 
Ra = Sum of ranks for Sample A Rb = Sum of ranks for Sample B 
Statistical Analysis 
The scores obtained from percentages of time on-task, academic production and 
academic achievement were analyzed for statistical significance (Tables 9 and 10). The 
statistical significance was tested with the two-tailed Mann Whitney U-Test.2 To be 
significant, the value of U needs to be less or equal to 2 or the value of U must be 
1B. Turney and G. Robb, Statistical Methods for Behavioral Science (New 
York: Intext Educational Publishers, 1993), 177-179. 
2Ibid., 177. 
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greater than or equal to 23. The results revealed that statistical gains were made in the 
areas of time on-task, academic production, and academic achievement of the five 
special needs subjects between the ages of eight and ten. However, the researcher 
retained the null hypothesis, that there was no significant difference at the .05 level of 
confidence. 
Table 9. Mann Whitney U-Test Baseline Results 
Baseline Ua Ub 
% of Time On-Task 12 13 
% of Academic Production 22.5 4.5 
% of Academic Achievement 5.5 19.5 
Table 10. Mann Whitney U-Test Positive Reinforcement Results 
Baseline Ua Ub 
% of Time On-Task 8 17 
% of Academic Production 9 16 
% of Academic Achievement 11 14 
Statistical Data Discussion 
The data recorded revealed that all five subjects showed an increase in on-task 
behavior, academic achievement and academic production when positive reinforcement 
with the token economy was utilized. These findings may be compared with results 
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from Lyons and Lagarde, Abramowitz and O'Leary, Martin and Pear, and Lemer.3 
Their studies reported that positive and negative reinforcement within a behavior 
analysis approach can increase one's behavior. The analysis of the score obtained 
revealed that increased behaviors were observed but there is no significant difference 
at the .05 level. The means scores ranged from 25-100 while the baseline data scores 
ranged from 5-80. Nevertheless, according to the results from the U-Test, the Ua 
ranged from 5.5 to 22.5. The Ub scores ranged from 4.5 - 19.5. 
Percentages of Time On-Task 
According to the U-Test, the baseline data obtained was Ua = 12 and the Ub 
= 13. When the results are compared, the findings revealed a one point difference. 
However, the U-Test results for positive reinforcement were Ua = 8 and Ub = 17. 
There was a nine-point difference in the two scores. The results are shown in Tables 
9 and 10. 
Percentages of Academic Production 
The U-Test results for the academic production ranged from 4.5 to 22.5. The 
baseline U-Test results showed Ua = 22.5 and Ub = 4.5. The results of the two 
3C. Lyons and R. Lagarde, "Token for Success: Using the Graduated 
Reinforcement System," Teaching Exceptional Children 29 (1997): 56-57; A. J. 
Abramowitz and S. O'Leary, "Behavioral Interventions for the Classroom: 
Implications for Students with ADHD," School Psychology 20 (1991): 221-230; G. 
Martin and J. Pear, Behavior Modification: What It Is and How to Do It (Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1992), 145; J. Lerner, Learning Disabilities Theories, 
Diagnosis and Teaching Strategies (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1997), 525-530. 
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scores revealed a 18.5 difference. Additionally, the findings for the positive 
reinforcement results were Ua = 9 and Ub = 16. The difference between the two 
scores of nine points is shown in Tables 9 and 10. 
Percentages of Academic Achievement 
The baseline U-Test results ranged from Ua = 5.5 to Ub = 19.5. There was 
a difference of 14 points between the U-Test results. Thus, the results for the positive 
reinforcement revealed a score of Ua = 11 and Ub =14. The difference between the 
two scores was only three points. The findings revealed that when the baseline was 
compared to the positive reinforcement, the U scores were higher in percentages of 
time on-task and the percentages of academic achievement. However, the U scores 
were higher for baseline in academic production. Despite the show of an increase of 
improved time on-task and academic achievement, the results revealed that there was 
no statistical significant difference. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Interpretation and Discussion 
This study combined the use of positive reinforcement and negative 
consequences within a token economy at the beginning of a classroom experience, to 
establish high levels of time on-task. It was hypothesized that desired levels of time on- 
task would be successfully established by beginning reinforcement with a combination 
of consequences. Additionally, it was anticipated that the withdrawal of negative 
consequences from the treatment package would result in a decrease in percentage of 
intervals on-task. Consequently, the experimenter predicted that the combination of 
positive and negative consequences would be required in order to maintain high levels 
of time on-task behavior. 
This study utilized a combination of positive and negative consequences at the 
very beginning of a classroom experience to shape appropriate levels of on-task 
behavior. The results showed that the combined treatment (BC) was successful in 
establishing high levels of time on-task. Through this simultaneous employment of 
positive and negative consequences, the teacher was also able to establish a good 
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working relationship with the students without any adverse side effects.1 The success 
of using positive and negative consequences within a token economy was in the present 
study with previous findings.2 
The withdrawal of negative consequences from the treatment package had no 
significant effect on the mean percentage of intervals that subjects were on-task. 
Positive reinforcement alone (B) maintained high levels of time established using the 
combined treatment. Therefore, the utilization of enhanced positive consequences alone 
resulted in high levels of disruptive off-task behavior. As predicted, the withdrawal of 
all consequences (A) resulted in a noticeable decrease in the percentage of time on-task 
for all subjects. In fact, for some subjects, conditions where no consequences were 
used at all were very brief because of the highly disruptive nature of their behavior. 
The subsequent réintroduction of positive reinforcement alone (B) was associated with 
a significant increase in time on-task to a level a little below what was being maintained 
before the second baseline (A). 
1B. S. Myles, R. Moran, C. K. Ormsbee, and J. A. Dowing, "Guidelines of 
Establishing and Maintaining Token Economics," Intervention 27 (1992): 164-169. 
2J. Adair and J. L. Schneider, "Banking on Learning: An Incentive System 
for Adolescents in the Resource Room," Teaching Exceptional Children 25 (1993): 
30-34; S. Shook, M. LaBrie, and J. Vallies. "The Effects of a Token Economy on 
First Grade Students' Inappropriate Social Behavior," Reading Improvement 27 
(1990): 96-101. 
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Previous research suggests that a treatment of positive consequence alone cannot 
successfully maintain high levels of time on-task.3 This study utilized a combination 
of positive and negative consequences only after initial treatment of all positive or 
negative consequences failed to maintain levels of on-task behavior. As opposed to 
beginning with one form of treatment alone, the present study commenced utilizing a 
combination of both positive and negative consequences. This combined treatment 
delivered at the beginning high levels of time on-task across all subjects, following the 
establishment of appropriate levels of time on-task using the combination of positive 
and negative consequences. The present study was unable to maintain high levels of 
time on-task when all forms of negative consequences were withdrawn from treatment 
and only positive consequences were utilized. 
Although high percentages of intervals of on-task behavior were maintained 
during all positive reinforcement treatment phases, a slight decrease from the levels 
originally established by the combined treatment was observed. This may be due to the 
abrupt withdrawal of all forms of negative consequences as suggested in an experiment 
conducted by Sullivan and O'Leary,4 who observed exceptional maintenance of on-task 
behavior during the fading of their response-cost program. 
3Shook, LaBrie, and Vallies, "The Effects of a Token Economy," Reading 
Improvement 27 (1990): 96-101. 
4K. Sullivan and S. O'Leary, "The Applications of Self-Control Procedures 
by Children: A Review," Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis 12 (1990): 449-450. 
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Of the five students involved in the experiment, four were replication. Visual 
analyses of these data illustrate the success across subjects of the combined treatment 
in establishing high levels of time on-task as well as the success of positive 
reinforcement alone in maintaining these levels. Additionally, from the initial baseline 
to the implementation of the combined treatment, there was a consistent significant 
increase in percentage of intervals of time on-task across subjects. There was little 
noticeable difference when negative consequences were withdrawn from treatment and 
positive consequences were utilized alone. With the subsequent removal of all forms 
of positive consequences, significant drop back to baseline levels was visible in 
subjects. 
When the subjects were reintroduced with positive consequences, levels of time 
on-task for four subjects significantly increased to a level higher than was being 
maintained during the prior use of positive reinforcement alone. The second subject's 
level of time on-task decreased slightly with the réintroduction of positive consequences 
alone. The subject's dissatisfaction with the teacher's imposed change of seating 
assignment in the classroom may have influenced these results. 
The data illustrates a minimal difference in levels of time on-task between both 
baseline phases. This finding was also consistent with each subject. Visual analysis 
of the data following the design subjects indicates consistent patterns. These patterns 
support the utilization of a combination of positive and negative consequences at the 
beginning of treatment to establish high levels of time on-task. Additionally, the 
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patterns in the data across subjects support the efficacy of all positive consequences in 
maintaining levels of time on-task as a function of the prior history of a combined 
treatment. 
The findings from the study suggest the utilization of both positive and negative 
consequences at the beginning of a school year to establish high levels of time on-task 
for students in a regular classroom. Thus, at the beginning with this combination, the 
classroom teacher can efficiently shape students' behavior and ensure the maintenance 
of high levels of on-task behavior through the employment of positive consequences 
alone. Both of the combined treatments of positive and negative consequences alone 
can be easily administered by the classroom teacher within a token economy. This can 
be done without distracting regular classroom activities or negative consequences within 
a teacher-managed intervention program to establish and maintain high levels of on-task 
behavior. Previous research suggests, however, the increased efficacy of student- 
managed techniques in establishing and maintaining appropriate classroom behavior.5 
The use of intervention techniques to assist students to control their behavior has 
potential for the students to increase their classroom responsibilities and academics as 
well. The use of the token economy as a behavioral approach is a simple and a 
5S. A. DiGangi, J. W. Maag, and R. B. Rutherford, Jr., "Self-Graphing of 
On-Task Behavior: Enhancing the Reactive Effects of Self-Monitoring On-Task 
Behavior and Academic Performance," Learning Disability Quarterly 14 (1991): 
227-230; K. G. Stewart and T. F. McLaughlin, "Self-Recording: Effects on 
Reducing Off-Task Behavior with a High School Student with an Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder," Child and Family Behavior Therapy 14 (1992): 53-59. 
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dependable technique. It can build the necessary skills academically and behaviorally 
which will give effective intervention results.6 Thus with the use of future research 
combined with the treatment in the present study with student management intervention 
techniques, students' behaviors can be changed. Additionally, through the use of self¬ 
graphing and self-monitoring behavior, a more significant or more permanent increase 
of time on-task may be observed. 
Contrary to expectation, academic performance data do not illustrate any visible 
patterns across individual subjects. No consistent increase in academic performance, 
neither production nor achievement, was observed during any of the three treatment 
phases. The results fail to support research findings in the Adair and Schneider study.7 
They observed that there was an increase in academic performance when consequences 
were attached to subject behavior. However, additional research suggests that 
improvement in on-task behavior usually does not lead to concurrent increases in 
academic performance. The subjects did not show a significant increase in the 
academic area. It could have been perceived that the academic improvement was not 
a goal since there were no contingencies for reinforcement for correct academic 
responding. 
6K. Roomy, "Teaching Students with Attention Disorder," Intervention 30 
(1995): 224-225. 
7Adair and Schneider, "Banking on Learning," Teaching Exceptional 
Children 25 (1993): 33-34. 
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For academic production, partially completed problems were not counted in the 
calculation of the percentage of questions attempted during the observation period. 
Additionally for academic achievement, problems that were partially completed 
correctly were not counted in the calculation of the percentage of attempted problems 
completed correctly. 
Conclusion 
This study was successful in establishing high levels of time on-task through the 
utilization of positive and negative reinforcement. The negative and positive 
consequences were established at the beginning of classroom experience. The study 
also was successful in maintaining high levels of time on-task with positive 
reinforcement alone when all negative consequences were withdrawn from the 
treatment. Although time on-task increased, there was no consistent relationship which 
was visible between time on-task and academic performance. Future research is needed 
before generalizations are made concerning the results of this study. 
Implications 
We are entering into a new era of education. As we enter into this new era, 
educators must have an effective strategy to deal with students' academic productivity, 
academic achievement, and on-task behavior. The use of the behavioral analysis with 
positive and negative reinforcement within a token economy can assist today's 
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educators to be successful in meeting the challenges necessary to help the special needs 
population to excel. 
Future research is needed to examine the relationship between time on-task and 
academic performance using a modified procedure that reflects acquisition of all 
language arts subskills. Additional research is needed to examine the effect of 
academic performance and time on-task when contingencies are placed on academic 
performance at the beginning of the school year. There should be some type of positive 
and negative consequences for academic performance. The results of the data obtained 
from the study also suggest that the most effective contingencies to establish and 
maintain high levels of both time on-task and academic performance is at the beginning 
of the school year. 
Recommendations 
Classroom management is an essential component to establish an environment 
conducive to learning in an academic setting. The use of a behavioral procedure 
analysis will give teachers the opportunity to focus on both maintaining an environment 
conducive to learning and control disruptive behaviors. The strategy can possibly 
increase higher student achievement as well as bring overall organization to the 
classroom. The token economy or behavioral procedure analysis can be viewed as an 
effective management skill that encourages more problem solving and less routinized 
academic tasks. 
APPENDIX A 
PARENTAL CONSENT FOR TOKEN ECONOMY EXPERIMENT 
I, , parent/legal guardian of 
  agree for my child to participate in 
a classroom token economy experiment to be conducted by Mrs. Louise Walker Harris, 
my child's teacher, at Hapeville Elementary School, located at 3440 North Fulton 
Avenue, Hapeville, Georgia. 
1. I understand that my child's teacher is a student at Clark Atlanta 
University. 
2. I further understand that the information will be used for academic 
purposes only. 
3. I further understand that due to confidentiality all demographic 
information about my child will be confidential. 
4. If information is to be used for any other purpose, I will be contacted. 
No information will be released without my permission. 
Parent's Signature Teacher's/Experimenter’s Signature 




A. What type of food do you like to eat the most? 
1. Regular meal foods:  
2. Health foods (dried fruits, trail mix, nuts, and cereal): 
3. Junk foods (pretzels, snack mix, cookies, popcorn, and snack cakes): 
4. Sweets (fruit snack, ice cream, gum, and candy): 
B. What type of drink do you like the most? 























Television, radio, stereo, Ninetendo/Sega and computer: 
Reading (books, comics, magazines, and books on tape): 




D. What kind of games or toys do you like? 
1. Models: 
2. Toy cars, trucks, etc.: 
3. Dolls: 
4. Action figures: 
5. Computer hand-held games: 




9. Drawing, painting, coloring, etc. 
E. What kind of things do you like to have of your own? 
1. Games: 
2. Hair stuff: 
3. Stickers: 
4. Books, comic books, magazines: 
5. Pencils, pens, crayons, water coloring kits, markers, etc.: 
6. Wallet or pocketbook: 












Straighten Classroom Centers 
Feed the Class Fish 
Set Up Games 
Free Time During Class 
Game Time During Class Time 
Visit Another Teacher’s Class 
Book of Choice 
Snack 
Extra Time at the Computer 
Center of Choice 
Teacher's Helper 
Extra Time with Art Teacher 





















Rewards Number of Chips 
Visit with Principal/Assistant Principal 20 
Picture on Star Student Board 10 
Items to Keep 
Dolls 25 
Small Action Figures 25 
Wallet 25 
Pocketbooks 25 
Hand-Held Computer Games 25 
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